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Responses for Document 00063

00063-001: The new census data have been incorporated to define the distribution of low-income populations by
census block-group, as part of the environmental justice analysis.  However, the use of these data do
not change the environmental justice conclusions.  As discussed in Sections 4.3.25, 4.4.4.19,
4.5.2.25, and 4.7.8.7, for most alternatives considered in the EIS, and all but the most unlikely spill
scenarios, high and adverse impacts (the preconditions for environmental justice impacts) are not
anticipated.  For the No Action alternative, high and adverse economic impacts still would be expected
in the form of reduced state and local (where appropriate) tax revenues and consequent reductions in
services.

00063-002: The numbers of hunting, fishing, and trapping licenses sold has been added to Section 4.7.4.9.3.

00063-003: The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments and, as a result, have
received substantial revision. A small number of additional sources were identified, including the map
of Cordova subsistence areas, and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies from oil
development. Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data were derived
from the ADF&G Division of Subsistence studies, and harvest permit data were disaggregated to
distinguish patterns of rural and nonrural residents.  The contribution of Tribal members in existing
research and the value of Tribal partners as co-investigators in future subsistence research are
acknowledged. However, with additional analysis of existing data, the EIS was able to draw
reasonable conclusions about impacts on subsistence.

00063-004: As the comment observes, many of the baseline community studies reviewed for the EIS date to the
1980s.  However, more recent community study data is available for many communities, particularly
on the North Slope and those affected by the Exxon Valdez oil spill (See Table D-1).  For all affected
communities, harvest ticket and subsistence salmon harvest data are also collected on a routine
annual basis, and these data have been examined for trends.

With additional analysis of this data, the EIS draws reasonable conclusions, on the basis of existing
information.

00063-005: The revised version of Section 3.24 of the FEIS discusses a variety of subsistence data, including
community harvest data, approximated subsistence harvests of selected game by geographic area,
and information on resource populations (see also Sections 3.19, 3.20, 3.21, and 3.22).  Sections
4.3.20 and 4.7.8.1 refer to studies that have focused on impacts related to the oil industry on
subsistence, thus providing an interpretation of key situational data on subsistence.  The available
data are adequate for purposes of evaluating impacts of the proposed action and all alternatives
considered in this EIS.  The acquisition of additional subsistence data, and how these data would be
collected, are beyond the scope of this EIS.

00063-006: As part of the oil spill planning process, risks of pipeline spills are analyzed line wide.  Factors
considered in the analysis include vulnerability of TAPS to landslides and seismic events.  Many of the
elements suggested in the comment are required by Alaska regulations.

Should a leak occur, there are several mitigating measures in place to limit the environmental damage
that may result.  Based on US Department of Transportation regulations and the federal and state
right of way authorizations, mainline valves are located near each major river crossing to limit the
amount of oil released from a pipeline leak.  All potential spill volumes are listed in the Oil Discharge
Prevention and Contingency Plan.

The TAPS Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan (APSC 2001g—see Section 3.30
for reference) provides for significant resources, including equipment, trained personnel, and effective
organization, to respond if oil does spill from the pipeline.  See Section 4.1.4.1 for an expanded
discussion of the pipeline spill contingency plan.
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00063-007: Concern about the adequacy of subsistence data led to an expanded analysis of existing data in the
FEIS. As a result, conclusions about impacts of renewing the TAPS right-of-way have been drawn on
the basis of existing information.

Detailed procedures for claims under Section 30 are beyond the scope of the EIS.

The reader is also referred to Section 2.5.

00063-008: This response assumes that the comment means Figure 3.24-2 of the DEIS, as Figure 3.24-6 does
not exist in the DEIS.  Figure 3.24-2 in the DEIS did not show caribou harvest as at the time of DEIS
preparation, caribou data were maintained by herd, as opposed to by geographic unit where
harvested (as discussed in the DEIS). For the FEIS, data on caribou harvest by geographic unit
became available and ar shown in Figure 3.24-29 (where an approximated distinction between sport
harvest and subsistence harvest also is shown).

00063-009: The revised version of Section 3.24 of the FEIS discusses a variety of subsistence data, including
community harvest data, approximated subsistence harvests of selected game by geographic area,
information on resource populations (see also Sections 3.19, 3.20, 3.21, and 3.22), and traditional
ecological knowledge.  Sections 4.3.20 and 4.7.8.1 refer to studies that have focused on impacts
related to the oil industry on subsistence, thus providing an interpretation of key situational data on
subsistence.  The available data are adequate for purposes of evaluating impacts of the proposed
action and all alternatives considered in this EIS.  The acquisition of additional subsistence data, and
how these data would be collected, are beyond the scope of this EIS.

00063-010: The EIS defines subsistence based on rural residence, which is consistent with current federal
guidelines for Alaska. Subsistence (including its analysis) is not contingent on low-income
determinations. Low-income data for areas (census block groups) near the TAPS are those from the
1990 census, as data for these geographic units had not been released for the 2000 census when the
DEIS was prepared. As noted in Section 3.29, low-income data have been updated to the 2000 data
for the final EIS.

00063-011: APSC’s oil spill response capabilities and plans for the TAPS are summarized in Section 4.1.4 of the
EIS and explained in detail in APSC’s “TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” for the
pipeline and in “Valdez Marine Terminal Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan” for the
Valdez Marine Terminal.  The plans are available to the public at various libraries in several major
cities in Alaska. Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the
Copper River drainage area are discussed more fully in a text box that has been added to Section
4.4.4.3.

00063-012: The revised version of Section 3.24 of the FEIS discusses a variety of subsistence data, including
community harvest data, approximated subsistence harvests of selected game by geographic area,
information on resource populations (see also Sections 3.19, 3.20, 3.21, and 3.22), and traditional
ecological knowledge.  Sections 4.3.20 and 4.7.8.1 refer to studies that have focused on impacts
related to the oil industry on subsistence, thus providing an interpretation of key situational data on
subsistence.  The available data are adequate for purposes of evaluating impacts of the proposed
action and all alternatives considered in this EIS.  The acquisition of additional subsistence data, and
how these data would be collected, are beyond the scope of this EIS.

00063-013: This EIS is a federal document, and as such it was decided to use the federal definition of
subsistence.  The main criterion is rural residence, not ethnicity, and thus the subsistence analysis
does not discriminate between Natives and non-Natives.
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00063-014: Available statistical data or subsistence in the TAPS ROW are rare prior to 1980.  Section 3.24 has
been revised and restructured to focus on Copper River rural community subsistence patterns, and
Section 4.3.20 has been expanded to examine potential impacts of the TAPS (including a discussion
of subsistence management steps that have been necessary in the Copper River Valley).  The EIS
acknowledges the presence of subsistence impacts, but notes that the cause of these impacts are not
necessarily the TAPS.

00063-015: The Executive Summary has been revised, including its treatment of the Copper River.

00063-016: It is unclear from the analysis presented in the EIS that the Copper River area is the “most [highly]
impacted area,” although there certainly have been considerable impacts on subsistence in the area
(not necessarily due to the TAPS), however).  (See Section 3.24.2.3 in the reorganized Section 3.24
of the FEIS.)  Traditional ecological knowledge is available from this area, and is cited in the EIS (see
Section 3.24.2), but has not been obtained from a single, systematic study of the topic.  In April 2002,
EIS personnel contacted the 21 directly affected villages/tribes by certified mail to explore the
acquisition of additional information, including traditional ecological knowledge (with an explicit focus
on subsistence).  Among the villages contacted were Chitina, Copper Center, Gakona, Gulkana,
Tazlina, and Tonsina, all in the Copper River Basin.  To date, no response to those letters has been
received.

00063-017: Discussions on the impacts of oil spills on ecological resources are presented in Sections 4.4.4.9
through 4.4.4.12, 4.7.7.2.4, and 4.7.7.3.5.  Additional information about the fate and effects of
aqueous phase oil has been added to the discussion of impacts from spilled oil in Section 4.4.4.10.
Discussion of observed and potential effects of oil on infaunal and epifaunal invertebrates has also
been added to Section 4.4.4.10.  The PAH accumulation was detected in mussels used to monitor
water quality in Port Valdez as part of a PWS RCAC-sponsored monitoring program (Salazar et al.
2002).  In that study, it was found that all measured concentrations of PAHs in water and estimated on
the basis of bioaccumulation in mussel tissues indicated that the concentrations of PAHs in Port
Valdez waters are in the low parts-per-trillion range.  These concentrations are well below the levels
that have been associated with adverse effects in herring and salmon embryos (Salazar et al. 2002).
In addition, Salazar et al. (2002) did not detect reductions in overall growth of caged mussels that
could be attributed to PAH burdens.

The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council was established to oversee the restoration of resources
impacted by the Exxon Valdez oil spill.  The Trustee Council's focus is on ecosystem studies and
modeling. This includes the Gulf of Alaska Ecosystem Monitoring and Research program.  The
Trustee Council is also involved in purchasing lands for habitat protection throughout the Gulf of
Alaska region.  The need for development of additional toxicity data for individual PAH compounds
(e.g., condensed thiophenes) and for PAH mixtures may be addressed by the Council. In the EIS
human health impacts assessment, the uncertainties regarding PAH toxicity were compensated for by
using conservative assumptions on the concentrations in edible tissues and the length of exposure.
Also, toxicity equivalency factors were used that estimated high levels of toxicity of individual PAHs
relative to benzo[a]pyrene.

00063-018: The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments, and as a result, have
received substantial revision.  A small number of additional sources were identified, including the map
of Cordova subsistence use areas and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies
from oil development.  Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data
were derived from the ADFG Division of Subsistence studies, and harvest permit data were broken
down further to distinguish patterns of rural and non-rural residents.  The contribution of Tribal
members in existing research, and the value of Tribal partners as co-investigators in future
subsistence research is acknowledged.  However, with additional analysis of this data, the EIS draws
reasonable conclusions, on the basis of existing information.
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00063-019: The BLM and member agencies of the JPO are committed to ongoing evaluations of TAPS operations
and maintenance.  Please see Section 4.1.1 of the FEIS for further information on oversight activities.
The reader is also referred to Section 2.5 for information on audits.

The BLM recognizes that there may be interactions between the TAPS and subsistence resources.
The BLM also notes that current information does not show a relationship between TAPS and
subsistence impacts.  The BLM and State of Alaska within JPO are currently working with industry
and others to develop a science-based approach to determine how TAPS and subsistence resources
interact.

00063-020: Section 30 of the Agreement and Grant of Right-of-Way for Trans-Alaska Pipeline concerns
compensation to subsistence users from a loss of subsistence resources due to the TAPS. Loss of
subsistence resources due to other causes (that is, causes unrelated to the TAPS) is beyond the
scope of issues covered in this EIS.

00063-021: The EIS recognizes that restricted access to subsistence areas is an adverse impact on subsistence,
as noted in Sections 4.3.20 and 4.7.8.1.  However, it also notes in those same sections that the areas
where access is denied are extremely small compared to the traditional subsistence harvest areas
(presented in Map 3.24-1 and in greater detail in maps found in Appendix D).  Changes to restricted
areas are beyond the scope of this EIS, unless such changes would be deemed necessary to mitigate
large, negative impacts (which they were not).  Similarly, agreements pursuant to such changes are
beyond the scope of this EIS.

00063-022: The Joint Pipeline Office currently has a position open for an Alaska Native liaison.

00063-023: The FEIS contains information on spill planning, response, and mitigation for the Copper River
Drainage (see the text box in Section 4.4.4.3).

00063-024: The Joint Pipeline Office currently has a position open for an Alaska Native liaison.  The social/cultural
sections of the EIS specifically address Alaska Native issues, including impacts to Tribal organizations
associated with proposed renewal of the TAPS right-of-way.



251

00063-025: The text has been changed to note that the FEIS contains a detailed analysis of various spill
scenarios.

The operational history of TAPS, maintenance activities, spill response capabilities, and the potential
for spills associated with TAPS were considered in the analysis.  Impacts associated with potential
spills are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS.

Spill response planning is a distinct activity that is conducted separately from the NEPA process.

The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor.  Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group.  This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues.  The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills.  This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future.  In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-Plan), prepared by
APSC (2001g—see Section 3.30 of the FEIS for the reference), provides for significant resources,
including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the
pipeline, including at river crossings.

The C-Plan is updated periodically and lessons learned from actual occurrences as well as from
regular exercises conducted along the pipeline are incorporated into the C-Plan.  In addition, the C-
Plan is reviewed annually by BLM, every three years by ADEC, and every five years by DOT.  EPA
also reviews the plan as it applies to pump stations.  As part of this process, APSC and the federal
and state agencies with oversight responsibilities for TAPS make sure that the appropriate emergency
response equipment and personnel are made available along the TAPS.

00063-026: Thank you for your comment.

00063-027: There are approximately 284 secondary roads (from 120 feet to 7.5 miles long) linking state roads
with the pipeline, pump stations, material sites, disposal sites, and airfields associated with TAPS
operations.  These roads are available for land access for oil spill containment purposes.

The type of equipment and method by which the equipment is to be transported to an individual spill
location is detailed in the various volumes of the TAPS Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and
Contingency Play, prepared by the APSC (2001g—see Section 3.30 of the FEIS for the reference).
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00063-028: The EIS recognizes that spills that end up in the large rivers or fast-moving rivers/streams would not
be easily contained and clean-up would be difficult (Section 4.4.4.3).  The comment is accurate for
certain highly unlikely spills.  This does not reduce the need for spill response, but highlights that
some scenarios are worse than others.

The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor.  Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group.  This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues.  The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills.  This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future.  In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-Plan), prepared by
APSC (2001g—see Section 3.30 of the FEIS for the reference), provides for significant resources,
including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the
pipeline, including at river crossings.

The C-Plan is updated periodically and lessons learned from actual occurrences as well as from
regular exercises conducted along the pipeline are incorporated into the C-Plan.  In addition, the C-
Plan is reviewed annually by BLM, every three years by ADEC, and every five years by DOT.  EPA
also reviews the plan as it applies to pump stations.  As part of this process, APSC and the federal
and state agencies with oversight responsibilities for TAPS make sure that the appropriate emergency
response equipment and personnel are made available along the TAPS.

Response crews and equipment for initial deployment are stationed at Pump Station 9, Glennallen,
Pump Station 12, and Valdez.  The entire region crossed by the pipeline has been characterized with
respect to the potential flow of spilled oil.  Appropriate containment tactics are described in the C-Plan
with site-specific descriptions for each identified containment site.  For example, the Region 5 plan,
which contains all contingency areas that could affect the Copper River, lists 12 contingency areas
and 38 segment areas.  Each of these 38 segment areas lists priority control actions and specific
containment instructions.  Each regional plan includes tables detailing materials and equipment
available for oil spill response at all stations and containment sites.

The reader is also referred to the text box in Section 4.4.4.3 where spill planning, response, and
mitigation for the Copper River Drainage are discussed.

Please note that AHTNA Incorporated is the primary spill contractor at PS 11 (See Section 4.4.4.3).

00063-029: Oil spill equipment are primarily located at the various pump stations along the TAPS. A list of
available oil spill equipment is provided in Table 3.1 of the “Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil
Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan, CP-35-1 GP,” (C-Plan), prepared by the APSC and is
summarized in Table 3.1-6 in the EIS.

The first responders who arrive at an oil spill site would most likely be from the closest pump station or
APSC facility (Fairbanks or Valdez).  The time required to move heavy equipment under various
weather conditions is provided in Tables 1.10 to 1.12 of the C-Plan.  The equipment required for a
postulated oil spill is listed in the various sections of the C-Plan.

The estimated response times for various spill locations considered in the EIS are provided in Table
4.4-13 of the EIS.  Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the
Copper River drainage area are discussed more fully in a text box that has been added to Section
4.4.4.3.
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00063-030: The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor.  Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group.  This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues.  The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills.  This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future.  In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan, CP-35-1
GP, prepared in 2001 by the Alyeska Pipeline Service Company (C-plan) provides full disclosure of
spill planning, reporting, and response.  The C-Plan is approved by the member agencies of JPO.

The text box in Section 4.1.1.8 provides a synopsis of the MP 400 bullet hole incident.  Details of the
spill and the response are provided.  Changes to the pipeline’s spill contingency plan that are being
made as a result of lessons learned are also discussed.

Similarly, other incidents (such as, those mentioned in the comment) have resulted in modifications to
the manner in which TAPS is operated. In order to be more proactive, the BLM and member agencies
of JPO in close cooperation with APSC have begun a systematic process to identify the critical
functional components of TAPS. The process, called reliability-centered maintenance (RCM), is an
on-going system-by-system audit that determines function, failure modes, consequence and
preventative maintenance of critical systems. The BLM is committed to RCM and believes that this
process represents a pro-active approach to oversight.

00063-031: Ahtna Construction & Primary Products Corporation is a primary response action contractor for APSC.
The team is comprised of six personnel based at the Glennallen Pump Station 11 area.  The crew is a
combination of teamsters, operators, and laborers.  Ahtna is required by contract to provide a
minimum three-person response team capability on a 24-hour-per-day/7-days-per-week basis.  The
team will be mobilized at Pump Station 11 and be prepared for deployment within 3 hours of
notification.

TCC is a primary response action contractor for APSC, based at Valdez, Alaska.  TCC works as part
of the SERVS Initial Response Team.  The team is comprised of eight personnel, made up of a
combination of SERVS and TCC personnel, who are available on a 24-hour-per-day basis.

Houston Joint Venture is APSC’s pipeline maintenance contractor, providing vehicle maintenance,
pipeline facilities maintenance, and baseline crew staffing.  All pipeline facilities and vehicle
maintenance assigned personnel have collateral oil spill response duties and are available at various
locations from Pump Station 1 to Valdez.  Baseline crew members are assigned primary oil spill
response duties and are available at Pump Stations 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, and 12.

Also, APSC has contracts with three local boat handlers for local knowledge of operations on area
rivers and to augment responses by providing expanded logistics support.  The reader is also referred
to Section 4.4.4.3, to he text box on the Copper River Drainage.  The section describes the oil spill
planning and mitigation measures in place to protect this important resource.
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00063-032: The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor.  Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group.  This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues.  The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills.  This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future.  In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan for the pipeline (C-plan), prepared by
APSC (2001g—see Section 3.30 of the FEIS for the reference), provides for significant resources,
including equipment, trained personnel, and effective organization, to respond if oil does spill from the
pipeline.  Some of the oil spill response crews reside in local villages along the pipeline.

The C-Plan is updated periodically and lessons learned from actual occurrences as well as from
regular exercises conducted along the pipeline are incorporated into the C-Plan.  In addition, the C-
Plan is reviewed annually by BLM, every three years by ADEC, and every 5 years by DOT. EPA also
reviews the plan as it applies to pump stations.  As part of this process, APSC and the Federal and
State agencies with oversight responsibilities for TAPS make sure that the appropriate emergency
response equipment and personnel are made available along the TAPS. However, recommending
specific methods for mitigating future oil spills should be done as part of the C-plan review.

00063-033: The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor.  Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group.  This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues.  The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills.  This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future.  In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The text box in Section 4.1.1.8 provides a synopsis of the MP 400 bullet hole incident.  Details of the
spill and the response are provided.  Changes to the pipeline’s spill contingency plan that are being
made as a result of lessons learned are also discussed.

Similarly, other incidents (such as, those mentioned in the comment) have resulted in modifications to
the manner in which TAPS is operated. In order to be more proactive, the BLM and member agencies
of JPO in close cooperation with APSC have begun a systematic process to identify the critical
functional components of TAPS. The process, called reliability-centered maintenance (RCM), is an
on-going system-by-system audit that determines function, failure modes, consequence and
preventative maintenance of critical systems. The BLM is committed to RCM and believes that this
process represents a pro-active approach to oversight.

00063-034: The BLM believes that it had and has all of the authority required for granting use of the right-of-way.
Access, land use, and trespass issues related to Native lands, including those owned by the Ahtna
Corporation, are addressed in Section 4.3.23.1, “Land Use.”

00063-035: Thank you for your comment.
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00063-036: Section 29 is a specific provision in the Federal Grant of Right-of-Way for the TAPS that addresses
aspects of Alaska Native employment on the TAPS (APSC and contractor employment).  The need for
this provision arose in the early 1970s in conjunction with the settlement of Alaska Native land claims
and the construction of the TAPS.

Section 29 of the Federal Grant requires four things of the permittees:

1) An agreement with the Secretary regarding recruitment, testing, training, placement, employment,
and job counseling of Alaska Natives;

2) A training program for Alaska Natives designed to qualify them for initial employment and later
advancement;

3) Try to secure employment of successful trainees and report to the BLM’s Authorized Officer
regarding discharge of Alaska Natives; and

4) Furnish required information about Alaska Native employment to the Authorized Officer.

The agreement referred to above is known as the “Alaska Native Utilization Agreement” (ANUA) and
was first executed in 1974 and more recently updated on a triennial basis, starting in 1995.  The most
recent agreement was signed in 2001.  The agreement provides the basis for implementing the
requirements of Section 29. BLM has a Native Liaison Officer whose responsibilities include close
oversight of the Section 29 program at APSC. Any shortcomings or other agreement goals not being
met are highlighted for special attention. As is the case for any other provision of the Federal Grant,
the BLM can enforce this provision by requiring permittees to take actions to remedy any deficiencies
noted.

APSC has had a good track record since 1995 of achieving continually rising employment goals
spelled out in the ANUA.  To provide assurances that these percentage gains won’t be lost in the
longer term, BLM has engaged APSC in negotiations that will lead to a written mechanism or
procedure within the upcoming ANUA (2004) to rapidly address any slippage (Action 4.8.4).

00063-037: Text has been added to the EIS in Sections 4.3.19.1.2 and 4.6.2.19.1 providing additional information
on the assumptions used for the analysis of state and local government finances.

00063-038: Thank you for your comment.

00063-039: Section 4 of the Alaska Native Utilization Agreement (ANUA, see Appendix F of the FEIS) covers
training programs for APSC employees.  Each “designated” contractor (those with 40 or more full time
employees working on TAPS) will also have Section 29 implementing plans which may include
internships, mentoring, counseling, incentives, or other appropriate programs for Alaska Natives
(Section 2.2 of ANUA).

00063-040: The EIS evaluates the current version of the Agreement and Grant of Right-of-Way for Trans-Alaska
Pipeline, which includes a provision for training and hiring Alaska Natives (Section 29). The Federal
Grant is presented in Appendix B of the FEIS. Any changes to that agreement are beyond the scope
of this EIS.

00063-041: Text has been added to the EIS in Sections 4.3.19.1.2 and 4.6.2.19.1 providing additional information
on the assumptions used for the analysis of state and local government finances.
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00063-042: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment period in order to
be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-making process
apply to Tribal governments and Native organizations.  The process of government-to-government
consultation allows these groups to continue dialogue with the Bureau of Land Management.

00063-043: The Bureau of Land Management is the lead federal agency for preparation of this EIS and has
consulted with affected Tribal and Native organizations throughout the TAPS ROW renewal and EIS
process. Government-to-government consultation, in accordance with Executive Order 13175, has
been a part of the right-of-way renewal and EIS processes since before the EIS began, as
summarized in Section 5.3.

00063-044: Thank you for your comment.  The pipeline runs from the Beaufort Sea to Prince William Sound;
Anchorage is the administrative center for TAPS administration. Also, no existing rights-of-way were
terminated by TAPS.  The TAPS ROW was granted before Native Corporations received adjacent
lands.

00063-045: Security for the TAPS is an issue of national importance.  There are elaborate security measures and
plans in place, involving numerous federal and state agencies. BLM has reviewed these confidential
plans and agrees with them. Opportunities to strengthen these measures will always be pursued
diligently by the agencies involved. Because of the sensitive nature of security, in general, the DEIS
does not reveal the specific aspects of TAPS security programs.

00063-046: Some restrictions on use of the TAPS corridor and access roads across the corridor, which were
imposed for security purposes after September 11, 2001, will continue for an unknown period of time.

Existing dedicated access across the pipeline has not been restricted. Access on the work pad and
use of pipeline access roads authorized by the BLM and built by the pipeline owners have been
restricted to protect the pipeline.

00063-047: Thank you for your comment.

00063-048: In the aftermath of the events of September 11, 2001, the security of TAPS has been reviewed and
enhanced. However, the details of the increased security cannot be discussed in this document.
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00063-049: Aerial surveillance is one of the key tools used to track spill location and to plan the response.
Surveillance is done primarily by helicopter, but may also be done with fixed-wing aircraft. The APSC
maintains on-site helicopters at five locations along the pipeline: Pump Station 4, Pump Station 5,
Fairbanks, Delta, and Valdez.

The transport options available for spill response during various adverse weather conditions are
identified in section 1.6.2.4 on page 1-65 of the "Trans-Alaska Pipeline System Pipeline Oil Discharge
Prevention and Contingency Plan, CP-35-1 GP," (APSC 2001g), which is available to the public
through various libraries in several major cities in Alaska. The options include Tucker track vehicles,
Bombardier track vehicles, all-terrain vehicles, snow machines, and helicopters.

Oil spill equipment is primarily located at the various pump stations along the TAPS and not at the
potential spill site. A list of available oil spill equipment is provided in Table 3.1 of the above-cited
document.

The first response measures to arrive at an oil spill site would most likely be from the closest pump
station or APSC facility (Fairbanks or Valdez). The time to move heavy equipment under various
weather conditions is provided in Tables 1.10 to 1.12 of the previously-cited document. The
equipment required for a postulated oil spill is provided in the various sections of the previously-cited
document.

The estimated response times for various spill locations considered in the DEIS are provided in Table
4.4-13 on page 4.4-44 of the DEIS.

The pipeline has 63 gate valves that are remotely operated, which can be closed to limit the oil flow in
the pipeline.  There are also 81 check valves that will limit the flow of oil to a spill site.  In addition,
APSC maintains road access to all Gate Valves (remove) year-round.

00063-050: The reader is referred to Section 4.3.2 for a detailed description of the activities and impacts related to
construction and maintenance of TAPS in unstable soils permafrost conditions.

00063-051: As discussed in the Draft EIS, the TAPS pipeline crosses 80 major rivers and more than 800 streams
between Prudhoe Bay and Valdez (Section 3.7).  Providing details on each river and stream is neither
possible nor necessary for the EIS, particularly considering seasonal effects on flow, velocity, and
sediment load.  Instead, six rivers were selected for detailed analyses in Section 4.4.4.3. Additional
information on a mile-by-mile basis for the rivers and streams crossed by the TAPS pipeline can be
found in the appropriate TAPS Contingency Plans.

00063-052: Text has been added to Section 3.18.1.3 indicating past beetle infestation in the vicinity of TAPS.

00063-053: Section 3.29 discusses the referenced Executive Order (this comment assumes that Executive Order
12898 was of interest), along with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (and Council for
Environmental Quality) guidelines for implementation.  The EIS found no evidence for high and
adverse impacts under the proposed action in any of the impact areas examined (including economic,
human health, sociocultural, and subsistence), which Executive 12898 explicitly identifies as a
prerequisite for environmental justice impacts. Levels of funding to Tribes to address various impacts
are beyond the scope of this EIS.

00063-054: Section 3.29 discusses the referenced Executive Order.  The EIS examined all impact areas for the
presence of high and adverse impacts under all alternatives considered in the document (see
Sections 4.3.25, 4.4.4.19, 4.5.2.25, 4.6.2.25, and 4.7.8.7).  Many (rural) communities have received
economic benefits funded by federal and (especially) state programs, as noted in Section 3.25.1.3 and
elsewhere.  The impact of competing for declining resources is discussed in Section 4.6.2.21.  The
EIS found no evidence for high and adverse impacts under the proposed action, which Executive
12898 explicitly identifies as a prerequisite for environmental justice impacts.
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00063-055: For the sake of accuracy, note that the comment misquotes the DEIS, in addition referring to Section
3.23.5 instead of Section 3.24 (where the passage of interest occurs).  The statement in the DEIS
reads “difficult to estimate the relative economic importance of subsistence harvests because the
consumption and exchange of subsistence products do not occur in the marketplace…” which is an
accurate statement.

The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments, and as a result, have
undergone substantial revision.  A small number of additional sources were identified, including the
map of Cordova subsistence use areas and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies
from oil development.  Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data
were derived from the ADFG Division of Subsistence studies; and harvest permit data were broken
down further to distinguish patterns of rural and non-rural residents.  With additional analysis of this
data, the EIS draws reasonable conclusions, on the basis of existing information.

00063-056: The description and analysis of subsistence harvest patterns are based a thorough review of a large
body of systematic research as well as the traditional knowledge provided in testimony by local
residents.  A careful effort was made to include all sources of information and none were dismissed as
unimportant.  Major references include classic and over two dozen community harvest surveys
conducted by the ADFG Division of Subsistence since the early 1980s.  A very recent publication,
systematically documenting the traditional ecological knowledge of Ahtna Elders regarding salmon in
the Copper River, was incorporated into the revised analysis.  In all cases, these reports are based on
extensive and systematic interviews with local people.  Every effort has been made to provide a full
and accurate account of contemporary subsistence practices.

00063-057: The meaning of this comment is unclear.  If it is meant to focus on TAPS impacts on the Alaska Native
populations or on subsistence, the EIS discusses likely consequences of the proposed action on both
of these impact areas in Section 4.3.21 and 4.3.20, respectively.  Available data were adequate for
the impact evaluation purposes in these two issue areas.  The funding of additional research is
beyond the scope of this EIS.

00063-058: Please see Section 3.29 of the FEIS.  Also, see Section 4.3.21.1 regarding Alaska Native hires.

00063-059: Access, land use, and trespass issues related to Native lands, including those owned by the Ahtna
Corporation, are addressed in Section 4.3.23.1, “Land Use.”

00063-060: The EIS suggests that because the TAPS already exists, in part because Alaska Native sociocultural
systems have become habituated to it and other features of modern Alaska, and in part because the
TAPS provides sources of cash employment and revenues for key public programs, the additional
negative impact on sociocultural systems is likely to be small (see Section 4.3.21). Additional studies
of sociocultural systems are beyond the scope of this EIS.

00063-061: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment period in order to
be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-making process
apply to Tribal governments and Native organizations.  The process of government-to-government
consultation allows these groups to continue dialogue with the Bureau of Land Management.
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00063-062: The assertion of the comment with regard to subsistence in general is consistent with the position
taken in the EIS.  Some socioeconomic data are available from the pre-TAPS period, including data at
the village level, primarily from decennial censuses of population and housing conducted by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census.

00063-063: Access, land use, and trespass issues related to Native lands are addressed in Section 4.3.23.1,
“Land Use.” The BLM recognizes the concerns of Tribal governments and Native allottees related to
land use issues adjacent to TAPS. Although these concerns do not directly affect renewal of the
Federal Grant of Right-of-Way renewal, the BLM will continue to work with these groups on these
issues, as it has in the past.

00063-064: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS.
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Responses for Document 00064

00064-001: Thank you for your comment.
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Responses for Document 00065

00065-001: The overall performance of TAPS was considered by the authors without use of APSC’s reliability
estimates.

00065-002: The reader is directed to the discussion of escrow funds found in Section 2.5.

00065-003: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00065-004: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.
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00066-001: Executive Order 13175, “Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments,” requires that
the federal government consult with Tribal governments during the preparation of an EIS.
Government-to-Government consultation for this EIS is described in Section 5.3 in the FEIS.  As the
lead federal agency associated with this EIS, the BLM established government-to-government
exchanges with all Tribal governments in Alaska and more focused exchanges with 21 Tribes directly
affected by the TAPS.  These 21 communities received more detailed mailings explaining the
proposed ROW renewal, the EIS process, and the availability of various sources of additional
information. Meetings were held with all Tribal organizations and Native groups that requested them to
discuss the EIS process and related issues in greater detail. At the meetings, specific emphasis was
placed on how Tribal organizations and Native groups can participate effectively in the EIS and ROW
renewal processes. While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of a 45-day comment
period in order to be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-
making process apply to tribal governments and Native groups.  The process of government-to-
government consultation allows these organizations to continue dialogues with the Bureau of Land
Management and for their comments to be considered in the Record of Decision.  The BLM and
member agencies of the JPO are committed to ongoing government-to-government consultations and
welcome invitations to participate in meetings and dialogues with Native Tribes.

00066-002: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

While comments on the DEIS had to be received by the end of the 45-day comment period in order to
be addressed in the Final EIS, additional provisions for involvement in the decision-making process
apply to Tribal governments and Native organizations.  The process of government-to-government
consultation allows these groups to continue dialogue with the Bureau of Land Management.

00066-003: A discussion of federally recognized native Villages and Tribes has been added to Section 3.25.1.2.
The presence of specific federally recognized Tribes has been added to the discussion of Alaska
Native sociocultural systems in Section 3.25.1.1.

00066-004: As noted in Section 3.24.1, the Alaska Native Villages included in the subsistence analysis consisted
of 21 identified by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management as likely to experience direct effects from
renewing the TAPS right-of-way.  The criteria used for this determination included likely economic,
cultural, and subsistence impacts, as well as impacts to Native land when the right-of-way was
originally defined (see the revised version of Section 5.3).

00066-005: A discussion of federally recognized Native Villages and Tribes has been added to Section 3.25.1.2.



268

67-1



269

67-1
(cont.)

67-2

67-3

67-4

67-5



270
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00067-001: Section 4.7.4.8.1 has been revised to reflect the information provided in the comment.

00067-002: The reader is directed to Section 4.4.4.3 and the text box on the Copper River Drainage.

00067-003: It is not possible to evaluate quantitatively the effectiveness of oil spill containment and cleanup for
small and large spills because of site-specific and time-specific conditions, such as water velocity,
turbulence, sediment load, ice, waves, channel morphology, dissolved constituents, the type of
equipment used, and the experience of the remediation crew.  Rather, the percent of oil “subject" to
recovery at a containment site was used to compare the effects of short and long duration spills in
Section 4.4.3.
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00067-004: Spills that could potentially affect the Copper River Drainage are discussed in Section 4.4.4.3.  Two
representative tributaries were considered: the Gulkana and Tazlina Rivers. No calculations were
performed specifically for the Middle Fork of the Koyukuk River.  However, representative calculations
were performed for Dan Creek/Sagavanirktok River and the Yukon River. A guillotine break of the
pipeline that discharged oil directly to these rivers could produce major impacts.  Similar impacts
would be expected to occur for a direct guillotine-break spill to the Middle Fork of the Koyukuk River.
Additional staging and deployment areas could reduce potential impacts.  Additional information on
spills in the Copper River Drainage is given in the text box “Oil Spill Planning for the Copper River
Drainage” in Section 4.4.4.3.

The response times were estimated taking into account the location for spill containment and various
weather conditions, based on detailed information for reconnaissance, response, and containment
actions in the event of an oil spill provided in the TAPS Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency
Plan (C-Plan) prepared by the APSC in 2001.

Oil spill equipment is primarily located at the various pump stations along the TAPS and not at the
potential spill site. A list of available oil spill equipment is provided in Table 3.1 of the C-Plan.

The first responders to arrive at an oil spill site would most likely be from the closest pump station or
APSC facility (Fairbanks or Valdez).  The time to move heavy equipment under various weather
conditions is provided in Tables 1.10 to 1.12 of the previously-cited document.  The equipment
required for a postulated oil spill is provided in the various sections of the C-Plan.

The oil spill planning and prevention effort in the JPO is a large-scale, multi-agency endeavor.  Each
participating agency (Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection
Agency, BLM, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources) has a particular focus, but these are
all considered collectively in the JPO TAPS oil spill response and planning group.  This inter-agency
group generally meets monthly with APSC and maintains a continuous monitoring program on TAPS
oil spill planning and related issues.  The group also coordinates with the Office of Pipeline Safety,
which reviews the Pipeline Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The emphasis of all agencies is on the prevention of spills.  This is accomplished through a
combination of: 1) oversight of spill contingency planning (including 64 exercises on TAPS annually)
and, 2) through JPO’s comprehensive TAPS operations oversight, monitor issues which could
contribute to a spill in the future.  In the event of a spill, however, JPO has a number of highly-trained
individuals who are fully prepared to respond quickly and effectively.

The C-plan provides for significant resources, including equipment, trained personnel, and effective
organization, to respond if oil does spill from the pipeline.  The C-Plan is updated periodically and
lessons learned from actual occurrences as well as from regular exercises conducted along the
pipeline are incorporated into the C-Plan.  In addition, the C-Plan is reviewed annually by BLM, every
three years by ADEC, and every 5 years by DOT.  EPA also reviews the plan as it applies to pump
stations.  As part of this process, APSC and the Federal and State agencies with oversight
responsibilities for TAPS make sure that the appropriate emergency response equipment and
personnel are made available along the TAPS.  Recommendation to increase staging and deployment
areas for oil spill response equipment is noted.  However, recommending specific methods for
mitigating future oil spill should be done as part of the C-plan review.

00067-005: The possibility of the introduction of nonindigenous organisms via untreated segregated tanker ballast
water is addressed as part of the analysis of cumulative effects in Section 4.7.7.2.1. Issues related to
open-water exchange of ballast water from tankers are regulated by the U.S. Coast Guard and the
U.S. Department of Transportation. While we recognize the concern related to ballast water
management issues, the description of such management plans is outside the scope of the EIS.
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Responses for Document 00068

00068-001: As the commentor has noted, the pipeline owners have come close to meeting the goal of 20% Native
hires in recent years. Section 3.23.6 notes recent contracting trends concerning APSC and Native
corporations. However, the specific relationship between particular Native corporations and the APSC,
including current and future contracting practices, is beyond the scope of this EIS.

00068-002: Section 4.4 of the EIS discusses the spill scenarios considered and the estimated impacts from these
scenarios.  The scenarios range from high frequency/low consequence events to low frequency/high
consequence occurrences.  The discussion includes potential impacts in the Copper River Drainage.
Depending upon the timing and the quantity of oil, it is true that major impacts could occur to salmon
in the Copper River if a large amount of oil from a pipeline break were to reach the Copper River.
Text has been added to Section 4.4.4.10.1 to reiterate the importance of the Copper River for salmon
production in the area and to recognize the potentially severe impacts to salmon in the event of a
large spill entering the basin.

Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the Copper River
Drainage area are discussed more fully in the text box “ Oil Spill Planning for the Copper River
Drainage” in Section 4.4.4.3.

00068-003: The seismic design of the pipeline took all active faults into consideration.  To reduce the likelihood of
pipe rupture at the fault crossings, the pipe is above ground and on supports that allow relative
displacement across the fault.  The pipeline design was based on the possibility that severe seismic
events could occur.  Section 4.4 of the EIS discusses the spill scenarios considered and the estimated
impacts from these scenarios.  The scenarios range from high-frequency/low-consequence events to
low-frequency/high-consequence occurrences. Potential seismic activity and fault displacements
along the pipeline were included as potential scenario initiators.  The discussion includes potential
impacts in the Copper River drainage area. Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related
activities specific to the Copper River drainage area are discussed more fully in the text box in Section
4.4.4.3, “Oil Spill Planning for the Copper River Drainage.”

00068-004: Oil spill prevention and response capabilities and related activities specific to the Copper River
drainage area are discussed more fully in a text box that has been added to Section 4.4.4.3.

00068-005: Text has been added to the EIS in Sections 4.3.19.1.2 and 4.6.2.19.1 providing additional information
on the assumptions used for the analysis of state and local government finances.

00068-006: The DEIS sections on subsistence received many critical public comments, and as a result, have
undergone substantial revision.  A small number of additional sources were identified, including the
map of Cordova subsistence use areas and North Slope studies of impacts on subsistence economies
from oil development.  Previous sources were considered more closely, as when time-series data
were derived from the ADFG Division of Subsistence studies; and harvest permit data were broken
down further to distinguish patterns of rural and non-rural residents.

The EIS considers several factors associated with the TAPS that may affect subsistence, as
discussed in Section 4.3.20 for the proposed action.  The analytic challenge in assessing impacts is
identifying the degree to which changes are clearly associated with TAPS, as opposed to general
population increase in Alaska, continuing modernization in Alaska, disruption by activities not related
to TAPS, etc.  However, with additional analysis of this data, the FEIS draws reasonable conclusions,
on the basis of existing information.
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00068-007: The commentor’s assumptions about population growth in the Ahtna area are consistent with the EIS
discussion of demographic change in the Valdez-Cordova Census Area under the proposed action
(which includes the Ahtna area; see Table 4.3-19).  The EIS does acknowledge that many rural
communities in the vicinity of the TAPS consider competition from sport hunting and fishing (much
identified as non-local) as a major impact either directly or indirectly associated with the TAPS.  A
general relationship between population growth and pressure on subsistence resources (from
subsistence and sport harvests) seems reasonable, and is noted in the EIS both in the text (see
Section 4.3.20) and graphically as an increase in overall harvests in the vicinity of the TAPS (see
Figure 3.24-2).  This pressure may result in increased subsistence harvests and/or increased sport
harvest.

00068-008: The EIS considers the economies of most Alaska Native villages/tribes to be mixed, combining
subsistence and cash in varying degrees (see Section 4.3.21.1), rather than purely based on
subsistence.  The difficulty that Alaska Natives can have competing in the cash economy, as well as
maintaining traditional cultural behavior in the face of increasing acculturation from modern American
society, is noted in the EIS (Section 4.3.21.1).
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Responses for Document 00069

00069-001: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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Responses for Document 00070

00070-001: Thank you for your comment.

00070-002: The text box in Section 4.1.1.8 provides a synopsis of the MP 400 bullet hole incident.  Details of the
spill and the response are provided.  Changes to the pipeline’s spill contingency plan that are being
made as a result of lessons learned are also discussed.

Integrity of pipeline structural supports is closely monitored.  See Section 4.1.3.2.1 for a discussion on
the design, monitoring, and repair of pipeline structural supports and heat pipes.  Ongoing monitoring
of pipeline corrosion is also discussed in Section 4.1.3.2.1.

Impacting factors such as those that may cause movement in the pipeline are identified in Section 4.2
and are incorporated in analyses presented in Section 4.3.  Rather than address each historical event,
the analyses used selected events to determine whether pipeline design parameters and ongoing
monitoring programs are adequate to identify potentially destabilizing impacts on the pipeline.
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Responses for Document 00071

00071-001: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00071-002: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

00071-003: The reader is directed to the discussion of escrow funds found in Section 2.5.

00071-004: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”

00071-005: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, in which audits are addressed under Alternatives
and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.

00071-006: The BLM and the agencies within JPO acknowledge both that there have been legitimate issues
related to APSC's Employee Concerns Program (ECP) and that APSC has undertaken considerable
efforts to improve and refine its ECP program.

The BLM and JPO expect to continue to evaluate the effectiveness of APSC's ECP through
confidential surveys that will seek input from all TAPS employees (see Section 4.8.4 of the FEIS). Like
the three prior surveys, these efforts can provide broad measures of the confidence that TAPS
workers have in APSC's ECP and can suggest areas needing improvement.

The JPO also notes that a confidential hotline (1-800-764-5070) currently exists for employees or
members of the public to report issues and concerns about TAPS.  Recorded messages are checked
daily by the BLM-Alaska Special Agent’s office.  The purpose of the hotline is to identify issues
relating to pipeline integrity, public safety, environmental protections and regulatory compliance for
incorporation into the JPO work program.  The BLM also refers employees seeking personal relief
(e.g., restoration of employment or lost compensation) to the U.S. Department of Labor or other
appropriate authorities for further investigation.

00071-007: The BLM and member agencies of the JPO use an adaptive management approach to evaluate the
effectiveness of stipulations and regulatory oversight. Ongoing monitoring programs, as identified in
the 12 Comprehensive Monitoring Reports published since 1996, provide BLM and JPO with the
necessary information to evaluate the effectiveness of stipulations in the Grant and Lease.

The reader is referred to Section 4.1.1 (JPO oversight) and specifically to Sections 4.1.1.2 (Adaptive
Nature of the Grant in Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.3 (Risk-based Compliance Monitoring), 4.1.1.4
(JPO Comprehensive Monitoring Program), and 4.1.1.8 (Coordinated Planning and Response to
Abnormal Incidents) for more information on the role of adaptive management as a JPO business
practice.

The reader is also referred to Section 4.1.3.2.1, for a discussion of VSM engineering.

00071-008: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, in which audits are addressed under Alternatives
and Issues Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis.
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00072-001: For the purposes of analysis in the EIS, a spectrum of spill scenarios ranging from high frequency/low
consequence to low frequency/high consequence events is considered.  The scenarios and the
estimated impacts associated with them are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS.  Among the initiators
considered to lead to spills are systems failures including valve failures, system over pressurization,
maintenance-related damage, corrosion, and tank loss at TAPS pump stations.

The potential cost of any spill, measured in terms of potential impacts to the state,  in terms of
potential oil revenue losses to local communities in the pipeline corridor, in terms of the demand for
additional public services, property values, and recreation and tourism is included in Section 4.4.4.13
of the EIS.

00072-002: For the purposes of analysis in the EIS, a spectrum of spill scenarios ranging from high-
frequency/low-consequence to low-frequency/high-consequence events is considered.  The scenarios
and the estimated impacts associated with them are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS.  Many of the
scenarios considered have not occurred during the 25-year operation of the TAPS, but have been
postulated to occur with certain frequencies in the EIS.  Therefore, contrary to the suggestion made by
the commentor, the future performance of the TAPS is not assumed to be based strictly on past
performance.

00072-003: Although 45 days is understandably a short time to review a document of this size, the time period is
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act regarding the review of draft environmental impact statements. Significant
effort was made to advise people of the schedule and duration of the review well in advance (one
year).  The DEIS was published on schedule and many substantive comments on the content of the
DEIS, including yours, were received during the 45-day period.

00072-004: The reader is referred to Section 2.5 of the FEIS, “Alternatives and Issues Considered but Eliminated
from Detailed Analysis.”
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Responses for Document 00073

00073-001: Thank you for your comment.

00073-002: Sections 1 and 2 of the FEIS have been revised to more clearly indicate the role of BLM and JPO in
oversight of the Federal Grant.  In addition, Section 4.1 outlines current mitigation that is an integral
part of implementing the Federal Grant.  Subsistence activities in Alaska are guided by laws and
treaties specific to that state, including Title VIII of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act in the case of federal land.  (See Section 3.24.1 and Appendix E).  The EIS focuses on these
Alaska-specific laws as more pertinent to subsistence issues addressed for the alternatives
considered.

00073-003: Section 2.2 has been modified to state that all special requirements (Appendix G of the FEIS) and
stipulations (Appendix B) would be carried forward under the proposed action.  These stipulations are
part of the proposed action.   In addition, additional suggested mitigation is included in section 4.8.4.

00073-004: Biological resources would continue to be managed and protected under the proposed action because
all of the current stipulations would be carried forward (see Appendix G of the FEIS).  In addition, the
Federal Grant under the proposed action allows BLM to implement new protective measures at any
point during the renewal period, if deemed necessary to protect biological resources.

00073-005: The subsistence section (3.24) has been modified to reflect input received during the public comment
process on the DEIS.  The FEIS subsistence sections do not state that other laws and regulations are
not germane to Alaska, but rather that ANILCA is the fundamental driver of Federal subsistence
oversight in Alaska.  The other laws cited in the comment form the foundation of specific resource
regulations in the United States, but the focus on ANILCA in the FEIS helps presents a clearer picture
of subsistence issues in Alaska.

00073-006: The text presented in the FEIS on Alaska Native Corporations captures the intent of the comment
(see section 3.23.7).  Importantly, the baseline information on the current situation of Alaska Native
Corporations is presented.




